
IN FAVOUR OF 

INFANT BAPTISM- CONSIDERED. 

The present little tract is intended for persons who 
are sincerely desirous to know the will of God concern¬ 
ing baptism. It is also specially adapted for those, who, 
while they see much in favour of the baptism of believers 
only, yet think that there is scriptural ground for bap¬ 
tizing the infant children of believers. Among this class 
the writer of these pages was once numbered: and so 
intricate did the subject appear, and so nicely balanced 
the reasons on each side, that he thought it well nigh 
impossible without a new revelation, to decide to which 
side the preference was to be given. Having, however, 
now been enabled to see his way clearly through the 
difficulties, he desires, as far as he may be permitted, to 
aid his brethren in the search for truth. And he would 
beseech each reader of the tract to pray for a humble 
spirit, submissive in all things to the word of God. 

Many then perceive that the evidences for adult or 
rather for believers’ baptism are very considerable : such 
as the commission—Go, “ teach all nations, baptizing 
them,” Matt, xxviii, 19 ; and the parallel place in St. 
Mark—“He that believeth and is baptized shall be 
saved,” Mark xvi. 16, where teaching and belief are made 
to precede baptism ; the command—“ Repent and be 
baptized every one of you,” Acts ii, 38 ; the historical 
notice—“ When they believed Philip .... they were 
baptized both men and women” Acts viii, 12, infants 
not being mentioned, though men and women are ; and 



lastly, to enumerate no more, tiiat St. Peter makes the 
essence of baptism to consist in “ the answer of a good 
conscience before God,” 1 Pet. iii,21 ; a thing' which is 
impossible to infants, since they have no “ conscience” 
or discernment between good or evil, (Isa. vii, 16,) 
much less “a good conscience;” and still less the 
answer of a good conscience.” 

But this evidence is overbalanced in their minds by 
other considerations ; and the two arguments most com¬ 
monly adduced, and certainly the weghtiest, are as 
follows. 

I. The first plea for infant baptism is rested on 
1 Cor. vii, 14:—“The unbelieving husband is sanc¬ 
tified by the wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified 
by the husband : else were* your children unclean ; but 
now are they holy.” 

From this it is argued, that since the children of be¬ 
lievers are holy, therefore they are entitled to baptim. 

Let us then look closely into the matter. The apos¬ 
tle, in the four verses preceding, is discussing the ques¬ 
tion, What is to be done in case one of a married couple 
is a believer, and the other an unbeliever? Is the mar¬ 
riage to stand good, or should the parties separate? 
On this point the apostle’s decision was requested, chap, 
vii, 1. From this it is apparent that the members of the 
Corinthian church were divided in their opinion on the 
point. Those who thought that they ought to separate, 
had apparently the case decided for them in the Old 
Testament. Concerning the idolatrous nations of Canaan, 
Moses gives this charge—“ Thou shalt smite them and 
utterly destroy them ; thou shalt make no covenant 
with them, nor show mercy unto them. Neither shalt 
thou make marriages with them, thy daughter shalt 
thou not give unto his son, nor his daughter shalt thou 
take unto thy son : for they will turn away thy son 
from following me, that they may serve other gods : so 
will the anger of the Lord be kindled against you Deut. 

* Or rather “are,” \cln, the same word that occurs in the next 

clause — “now ore they holy.” 
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vii, 2, 3, 4. Further, in later times, we find Ezra and 
Nehemiah urging and compelling those that had mar¬ 
ried heathen wives to put them away, in consequence 
of this command. “ We have transgressed against our 
God, and have taken strange wives of the people of the 
land . . . Now therefore let us make a covenant with 
our God to put away all the wives, and such as are 
born of them,” Ezra x, 2, 3; “ Separate yourselves,” says 
Ezra, “ from the people of the land, and from the strange 
wives.” So also Nehemiah, xiii, 23—30. 

It seemed, therefore, as if the Old Testament gave its 
verdict, that the unbelieving wife was to be separated 
from the believing husband, as beiny unclean. 

How then does the apostle answer this ? He says in 
effect, to those who held the opinion, ‘ You cannot stop 
here. If your principle is good for any thing, it ap¬ 
plies to unbelieving children likewise, since they are 
unclean for the same reason. Hence, not only will the 
connection between man and wife be broken up by your 
principle, but also the relationship between parents and 
children. If a wife is to be severed from a believing 
husband, because she is unclean; children must be 
severed from their believing parents, because they also 
are unclean.’ Observe, the apostle does not say, “ their 
children would be unclean,’’ as referring to the particular 
instance of which he was treating, but, “ your children 
are unclean,” showing that the principle took in the 
range of the whole church. For by “ you” and “ your” 
he everywhere means the whole church which he is 
addressing. So in this epistle, 1 Cor. vi, 1, 15, 19, 20 ; 
viii, 9 ; ix, 11, 12 ; xi, 18, &c. 

The argument therefore is—If it be unnatural and 
impossible to admit that the unbelieving child shall not 
live with its believing parents, so is it also not to be 
admitted, that the unbelieving wife shall be put away 
from the believing husband. The principle is the same 
in both cases, and if it is not to be trusted in the one 
case, neither is it in the other. The apostle then adds, 
that God has sanctified the union in both cases. The 
unbelieving wife is not to be accounted common or un- 
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clean ; for, on the ground of the faith of the believing 
party, the other party is reputed clean or holy. 

Now such a holiness as this is no ground for baptism. 
Even inanimate things themselves share in such a holi¬ 
ness. The apostle in another place, in opposition to 
some who taught that certain meats were unholy and 
unclean, makes answer, that “ Every creature of God is 
good, and nothing to be refused, if it be received with 
thanksgiving, for it is sanctified by the word of God 
and prayer: 1 Tim. iv, 4, 5. Here the very same ex¬ 
pression which is applied to children, is applied also to 
meats. It means then no more as applied to the un¬ 
believing children, than it does when applied to meats. 
It intends only that they were set apart for the use of 
the believer, and were clean to him. The question 
concerns ceremonial cleanness or uncleanness : as is 
manifest from the word to which it is opposed. “ Else 
were your children unclean ; but now are they holy” 
The contrary to holy being here unclean, it is evident 
that the word meant no more than ceremonial clean¬ 
ness. 

But further, if the argument be sufficient for the bap¬ 
tism of the children, it is also for the baptism of the 
unbelieving wife. The apostle places the children on 
the same ground as the unbelieving wife, and says— 
‘ If you put away the one, you must in consistency put 
away the other. Either they are impure together and 
both to be put away ; or they are pure together, and 
both to be retained.’ Hence it follows distinctly, that 
children were not baptized. For had they been bap¬ 
tized and received into the church, they would not have 
stood on the same level with the unbaptized and unbe¬ 
lieving wife. It is evidently taken for granted, that the 
children were unbelievers, and since the church consists 
only of the faithful or believers, therefore there could 
be no communion between them : 2 Cor. vi, 14, 15. 

This text therefore, in place of giving evidence in 
favour of infant baptism, shows, on the contrary, that 
they ivere not baptized, as being unbelievers. 
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II. (1.) But the main fortress of the advocates for 
infant baptism is the Abrahamic covenant. Let us then, 
next examine this. 

In the present controversy we hear much said about 
1 the Abrahamic covenant,’ and we are told, that we are 
still living beneath it, and subject therefore to its pro¬ 
visions ; that it is in fact the gospel itself, as saith the 
apostle, “ The Scripture, foreseeing that God would 
justify the heathen (Gentiles) through faith, preached 
before the gospel unto Abraham : ” Gal. iii, 8. 

Now this statement proceeds upon a partial mistake, 
and the error has contributed not a little to darken the 
question. The mistake lies in supposing that but one 
covenant was made with Abraham, whereas there are 
two. This St. Paul expressly affirms: and declares 
that the one was the type of the law, the other of the 
gospel. “For it is written, that Abraham had two 
sons, the one by a bondmaid, the other by a free woman. 
But he who was of the bond woman was born after the 
flesh ; but he of the free woman was by promise. 
Which things are an allegory : for these are the two 
covenants i Gal. iv. 22—24. And as Hagar answers 
to Mount Sinai or the law, so her son was “ born after 
the flesh f but Sarah answers to the gospel, and her 
child was “ born after the Spirit: ” ver. 29. 

Both the law and the gospel therefore meet in Abra¬ 
ham, as surely as he had two wives and two sons : and 
in the history we shall find, as the Scripture teaches us, 
that there are two covenants. 

1. The covenant, which, when expanded, became the 
gospel, is given to us in Gen. xii, 1—3. It was a pro¬ 
mise of blessing, and he received it by faith, and 
manifested his faith by leaving his country. This pro¬ 
mise was again repeated in Gen. xv, and confirmed by 
a burning furnace and smoking lamp passing between 
the divided sacrifice. In this chapter also it is men¬ 
tioned that he was justified on the gospel foundation— 
“And he believed in the Lord, and he counted it 
to him for righteousness ver. 6. This is the covenant 
which is the type of the gospel; it is blessing on faith. 
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2. But we have another and very different covenant 
in the seventeenth chapter. This covenant is conditional 
on circumcision as a work, and it holds out a threat in 
case of not being fulfilled ; which is the essence of law. 
—“ He that is eight days old shall be circumcised 
among you. . . . And the uncircumcised man child. . . 
shall be cut off from his people: he hath broken my 
covenantGen. xvii, 12, 14. It was also a covenant 
in the flesh, which is characteristic of the law—“ My 
covenant shall be in your flesh ver. 13. It was a co¬ 
venant with Abraham’s flesh, and with his children after 
the flesh. It was fulfilled therefore in Ishmael, the 
child of the flesh, (ver. 25, 26,) Isaac the child of the 
Spirit not being yet born. This covenant, when ex¬ 
panded, became the law. Thus then it will be seen 
that the following argument, which assumes that cir¬ 
cumcision is a thing of the law, is correct. And when 
any speak of our being under the Abrahamic covenant, 
the question should be asked—‘ Under which of the two 
covenants V for the covenants, both of the law and of 
the gospel, were given to Abraham; and the rite of 
circumcision belongs to the law covenant. 

The general argument for infant baptism may now be 
stated. It is substantially this—Circumcision and the 
passover under the law, answer to baptism and the 
supper of the Lord under the gospel. This is granted. 
The conclusion deduced is, that as infants under the 
law had a right to circumcision, so infants under the 
gospel have a right to baptism. 

An infant under the law then is made to answer to 
an infant under the gospel, and it is taken for granted, 
that is arguing from the law to the gospel we are to 
argue directly; or that a literal infant in the one 
dispensation answers to a literal infant under the 
other. 

On the truth or falsehood of this principle, the 
whole question turns. Let us then try it by the 
word of inspiration. St. Paul, in several instances, 
argues from the law in order to show the duty 
of Christians under the gospel. How then does he 
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argue ? Directly, or by analogy ?* Let us see. 
i. In the law it was written—“ Thou shalt not muz¬ 

zle the ox when he treadeth out the corn Deut. xxv, 4. 
From this the apostle argues to our duty under the 
gospel: 1 Cor. ix, 8, 9, 10; 1 Tim. v. 18, 19. How 
then does he argue concerning it ? Does he say, that 
this law was intended under the gospel to teach us les¬ 
sons of kindness to animals ? That is, does an ox, under 
the law, answer to an ox, under the gospel ? No—the 
inspired writer teaches us, that it was intended to teach 
the support of Christian ministers and labourers : that 
is, the ox is spiritually taken. 

ii. Again, (Deut. xxii, 10,) it is written in the law— 
“ Thou shalt not plow with an ox and an ass together” 
From this the apostle argues to our duty under the 
gospel. How does he then argue ? Does he regard the 
ox or ass as literal when the argument is to be applied 
to us ? No—His version of it is—“ Be ye not unequally 
yoked, together with unbelievers 2 Cor. vi, 14. 

iii. Again, in the law it is written—“ These are the 
beasts which ye shall eat among all the beasts that are 
on the earth, whatsoever parteth the hoof and is cloven 
footed and cheweth the cud among the beasts that shall 
ye eat. Nevertheless these shall ye not eat of them 
that chew the cud,” &c. Lev. xi, 2—4. Now may we 
argue that this enactment of the law literally applies to 
ourselves under the gospel ? No, God himself by his 
Spirit hath taught its application to us, in the tenth 
and eleventh chapters of the Acts. And the conclusion 
is there announced by Peter—•“ God hath showed me 
that I should not call any man common or unclean 
Acts x, 28. 

iv. But we have a nearer instance than these; we 
have an inspired apostle’s argument from the history of 
Abraham, and its application to us. Abraham had two 
wives, and two sons. Does a woman or wife then 

* Analogy means proportion in things that are unlike, or of dif¬ 
ferent kinds: thus the resemblance between the circulation of the 
blood in the man and in a whale is a direct resemblance; but the 
resemblance between the circulation of the blood in an animal and 
the circulation of sap in a tree, is analogy only. 
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under the law, answer to a woman or wife under the 
gospel? No—the women are spiritually taken. They 
are “ covenants.” If you would derive from the law 
instruction adapted to yourselves under the gospel— 
“ These things are an allegory : for these are the two 
covenants'' But now, if the women are spiritually 
taken and not literally, in order to apply to us who are 
of the gospel—then the sons of the women are to be 
spiritually taken and not literally. Here then we 
have discovered the error of the argument which is 
drawn from the Abrahamic covenant. Its mistake 

LIES, IN TAKING FOR GRANTED, THAT A THING LITE¬ 

RALLY TAKEN UNDER THE LAW, ANSWERS TO THE SAME 

LITERALLY TAKEN UNDER THE GOSPEL. In Other 
words, a literal infant under the law does not answer 
to a literal infant under the gospel. It answers to a 
spiritual infant under the New Testament, that is, to 
one who is just converted to God. Accordingly we 
find that the young in faith under the gospel answer 
to the “ babes” and “ little ones” of the Old Testament: 
Matt, x, 2 : 1 John ii, 13, 18; 1 Pet. ii, 2; 1, Cor. 
iii, 1 ; Heb. v, 13. “ And I brethren could not speak 
unto you as unto spiritual, but as unto carnal, even as 
unto babes in Christ,” 1 Cor. iii, 1. “ As new¬ 

born babes, desire the sincere milk of the word, that 
ye may grow thereby,” 1 Pet. ii, 2. “ Whosoever 
shall offend one of these little ones that believe 

in me, it were better for him that a millstone were 
hanged about his neck : ” Matt, xviii. 6. 

Thus then the command to circumcise the babe of 
eight days old of Abraham’s race, answers to the com¬ 
mand to baptize the young convert, the babe in Christ. 
And accordingly we find, that the next duty to belief is 
baptism—“ Repent and be baptized every one of you 
for the remission of sins,” Acts ii, 38 ; “ He that be- 
lieveth and is baptized shall be saved :” Mark xvi, 16. 
Moreover this gives gospel significancy to the com¬ 
mand to baptize at eight days old. For as on the 
seventh day the work of God in nature was completed, 
so on the eighth day (or the first day of the new week 
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—“ the morrow after the sabbath”) was God’s work of 
grace completed by the resurrection of Jesus from the 
dead. And it is through faith in the resurrection of 
Jesus that any are saved, and it is the faith of this into 
which every Christian is baptized : 1 Pet. i, 3; iii, 20, 
21 ; Rom. vi, 5. But to those who take the infant 
literally, this very point is an additional proof of the 
falseness of their principle. If you baptize an infant 
under the gospel, because it answers to an infant under 
theAbrahamic covenant, you must also baptize at eight 
days old, and neither before nor after : (Gen. xvii, 12.) 
for if a child under the Old Testament answer to a child 
under the New, so does a child of eight days old under 
the gospel answer to the same under the New. 

II (2.) But the argument may be stated in a smaller 
compass—“ God said unto Abraham.This is my 
covenant, which ye shall keep between me and you and 
thy seed after thee—Every man child among you shall 
be circumcised:” Gen. xvii, 9, 11. On this passage I 
inquire — Of what kind is “the seed’ of Abraham 
spoken of here? Is it, as applying to ourselves, to be 
taken literally, or spiritually ? If literally, it is clear that 
we have nothing to do with the covenant made with 
Abraham; for we are not Jews, or Ishmaelites; and so 
not his literal seed. But if the seed is to be spiritually 
taken, the argument for infant baptism is overthrown, 
since they alone are Abraham’s spiritual children who 
have faith. And as circumcision belongs to the natural 
seed of old, so baptism now to the spiritual seed. 
Therefore when the Abrahamic covenant is brought to 
bear on us, a literal infant now does not answer to a 
literal infant then; but a spiritual infant now (that is 
one lately converted) answers to the fleshly infant of 
that day, as was shown before. 

II. (3.) If the children of believing parents are to be 
baptized, it must be because of the natural connection 
between them and their parents. Now this is a con¬ 
nection between their flesh and that of the child. But 
under this dispensation the flesh is not recognized at 
all. The flesh was recognized and put to the proof in 
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ancient Israel. But in them it failed utterly, and God 
drove them from the land. And now God recognizes 
no longer the flesh. It is cast out as incurably evil. 
“ I a me, that is, in my flesh dwelleth no good thing,” 
Rom. vii, 18 ; “ The flesh profltetli nothing,” John vi, 
63; “ They that are in the flesh cannot please God,” 
Rom. vii, 8. 

The flesh is no longer accepted or recognized of God, 
because of its “ lusts,” 2 Pet. ii, 18; 1 John ii, 16; 
its “ filth,” 2 Cor. vii, 1 ; 1 Pet. iii, 21 ; and its “ works,” 
Gal. v. 19. The believer has “ crucified the flesh 
Gal. v, 24 ; Rom. v, 6. Can this vile flesh, accounted 
dead in God’s sight, (Rom. viii, 16 ; Matt, viii, 22,) and 
utterly unclean, be the foundation and reason of Christ’s 
receiving the child ? No, the children whom he recog¬ 
nizes are those which are “ born not of blood, nor 

OF THE WILL OF THE FLESH, NOR OF THE WILL OF 

man, but of God John i, 13. “ They which are 

THE CHILDREN OF THE FLESH, THESE ARE NOT THE 

children of God Rom. ix, 8. 

In order to simplify the matter, let us imagine a case. 
Two believers lately married are both baptized at Ephe¬ 
sus. Now what is baptism ? It is a burial of the flesh 
with the burial of Christ : Rom. vi, 4 ; Col. ii, 12. This 
supposes that the flesh is dead; for who buries any 
thing that, is alive? Accordingly, we are told — “ The 
body is dead because of sin Rom. viii, 10. And bu¬ 
rial is the removal of what is dead out of sight. “ Give 
me a possession of a burying-place with you, that I may 
bury my dead out of my sight:” Gen. xxiii, 4. Bap¬ 
tism then is a burial appointed by God to remove the 
dead flesh out of his sight. 

A year after this couple have a son, and propose to 
dedicate the infant to God by baptism. What now is 
the aspect of the thing? Can God acknowledge any rela¬ 
tionship arising from that flesh which as incurably un¬ 
clean and dead he caused to be buried out of his 
sight ? Can anything proceed from a buried corpse 
but corruption ? And is it fit to present corruption to 
God ? 
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The infant by our supposition is spiritually dead : and 
his parent’s flesh was buried as dead : and his own is 
dead also. Can God receive such a one? If so, he were 
the “ God of the dead.” But “ he is not the God of 
the dead, but of the living, ye therefore do greatly 
err : ” Mark xii, 27. 

If then a child were brought to be baptized by one 
rightly instructed after the mind of God, he would in¬ 
quire—‘ On what ground do you bring this child V 
The reply must be, ‘ Because he is the child of a believer 
“ according to the flesh.” But then the apostle’s prin¬ 
ciple applies—“ Henceforth know we no man ac¬ 

cording to the flesh:” 2 Cor. v, 16.* And if 
the believer himself is not known according to the 
flesh ; much less the child of his flesh ! 

II. (4.) Once more—It has been granted that baptism 
and the Lord’s Supper in this dispensation answer to 
the rites of circumcision and the passover under the law. 
Let us now inquire what would be the consequences of 
deriving our practice in the Lord’s supper from the 
passover ? The argument for infant baptism has arisen 
from deriving our ideas of the New Testament ordi¬ 
nance from the corresponding rite under the the Old 
Testament directly and literally taken. 

Now let us try a like kind of argument with the 
Lord’s Supper. 

The Lord’s supper more closely resembles the pass- 
over, than baptism does circumcision. This, I suppose, 
will be admitted at once. Let us now turn to the 
Old Testament account of the passover to know the 
proper manner of observing the supper of the New 
Testament. 

First then, we shall find that the bread of the Lord's 
Supper must be unleavened: for the bread of the pass- 
over was unleavened. And if an infant in circumcision 
answers to an infant in baptism, then bread in the 
passover answers to bread in the Lord's supper. Now 

* In both cases it is in Greek kutu } 2 Cor v, 16; and 

Rora. i, 3, 
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at the passover leaven was utterly forbidden, and the 
feast is called both the feast of the passover, and the 
feast of unleavened bread: Mark xiv, 1, 12; Luke 
xxii, 1. During it leaven was most strictly forbidden, 

under the penalty of being- cut off from Israel: Exod. 
xii, 15, 18—20; xiii, 3, 6, 7. On this showing there¬ 
fore, every Lord’s supper we have celebrated has been 
abomination to God, being eaten with leaven, a thing 
most strictly forbidden, and the threat against which is 
the being cut off by God. 

To those therefore who baptize children on the au¬ 
thority of the command concerning circumcision, we 
may say,—‘ Your principle carried out binds you to 
celebrate the Lord’s Supper with unleavened bread, and 
to consider it an abomination if leavened bread be used.’ 
What now will the advocates of the baptism of children 
answer? Are we to use unleavened bread or not? If 
not, then the principle is made void. Direct arguing 
from an Old to a New Testament rite produces absur¬ 
dity. If they should however, in the desire to keep 
their principle untouched, follow it out into its con¬ 
sequences, and delare that the bread of the Lord’s 
supper ought to be unleavened—here again we can 
meet and refute them on scripture ground. 

St. Paul is led by the Spirit to speak of this very 
subject. He treats of the passover and its application 
to us: and in the course of it he touches on the ques¬ 
tion of unleavened bread. How then does he take the 
leaven? Literally ? Nay, but spiritually. “ Christ 
our passover is sacrificed for us, therefore let us keep 
the feast, not with old leaven, neither with the leaven 
of malice and wickedness, but with the unleavened 
bread of sincerity and truth 1 Cor. v, 7,8. In 
other words then, literal leaven under the law does 
not answer to literal leaven under the gospel, but to 

spiritual leaven. The “leaven” now forbidden is 
“malice and wickedness:” the “unleavened bread” 
now commanded is “ sincerity and truth.” Thus have 
we reached again the same conclusion as before. 

Nor is this true of one point alone in the comparison, 
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The lamb of the passover was to be a literal one “without 
blemish ” of a visible or tangible kind. But our lamb 
is not a literal, but a spiritual one, and the blemishes 
from which he was free were peculiarly those of the 
spirit. “ Ye were not redeemed with corruptible things 
as silver and gold, but with the precious blood of 
Christ, as of a lamb without blemish and without 
spot1 Pet. i. 19. 

So as it regards the enjoined manner of eating the 
passover. It was to be “ With your loins girded, your 
shoes on your feet, and your staff in your hand : and 
ye shall eat it in haste.” Ex. xii. 11. How then are 
we to understand these directions now ? The New 
Testament will teach us. The girdle now is a spiritual 
one—“ Stand therefore having your loins girt about 
with truth:'’ Eph. vi. 14. And the loins are spiritu¬ 
ally taken also—“ Wherefore gird up the louis of your 
mind:" 1 Pet. i. 13. The shoes are to be regarded in 
the same light—Having “your feet shod with the 
preparation of the Gospel of peace:" Eph. vi. 15. 
The staff in hand bears likewise a spiritual direction. 
It was the mark of one on a journey. Jesus com¬ 
manded the twelve when sent forth through Galilee, 
“ that they should take nothing for their journey save 
a staff only ;” Mark vi. 8 ; “ Take nothing for your 
journey, neither staves nor scrip;” Luke ix. 3. “With 
my staff I passed over this Jordan Gen. xxxii. 10. 
This, therefore, answers to the New Testament direc¬ 
tion, that we should remember ourselves to be seeking 
a country not yet attained and pilgrims on our way— 
“As strangers and pilgrims abstain from fleshly lusts i" 
1 Pet. ii. 11; “ For here have we no continuing city, 
but we seek the one to come Heb. xiii. 14. Lastly, 
the command to eat it “ in haste," or with diligence, 
finds its counterpart in several apostolic exhortations— 
“ Looking for and hasting unto the coming of the day 
of God:" 2 Pet. iii. 12 ; “ Wherefore, beloved, seeing 
that ye look for such things, be diligent that ye may 
be found of him in peace:” 14; “ Give diligence to 
make your calling and election sure:” 2 Pet. i. 10; 
“Lei us labour, therefore, to enter into that rest:” 
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(tfftouhamiisv,) Heb. iv, 11. The principle therefore 
runs throughout. 

And we may trace the mistake to its source bv 
observing, that the error here exposed consists in for¬ 
getting that the law is a dispensation of the letter and 
of the flesh, while the gospel is by the Holy Ghost 
declared to be the direct opposite to it, being a dispen¬ 
sation of the Spirit: 2 Cor. iii. 3, 6—8 ; Rom. i. 27, 
29. The Jewish principle of service was the letter; 
but this is set aside : ours is the spirit. This is the 
distinguishing characteristic of the two dispensations. 
To recur therefore to the law for the rule of our duty 
now shows ignorance unbecoming a Christian. This is 
our rule of service. We should serve not in the 

OLDNESS OF THE LETTER, BUT IN THE NEWNESS OF 

the Spirit : Rom. vii. 6. If therefore you would 
see how any ceremony of the law refers to us ; you 
may not take the thing literally spoken of under the 
law, as answering to the same literal thing under the 
gospel; but it must be taken spiritually. This is the 
overthrow of the argument for infant baptism. If so, 
then no longer does the child after the flesh of Abra 
ham’s day answer to the child after the flesh now, bu" 
it corresponds with the child of Abraham after the 
spirit; that is, to the child of faith, justified by the 
resurrection of Christ Jesus. 

II. (5.) Again, if admission to baptism be granted 
on the ground of natural descent from believers, accord¬ 
ing to the Abrahamic covenant of the law, this principle 
(to be consistent) must be carried a step further. For 
as circumcision gave an undisputed right to the pass- 
over, so baptism must give an equal right to the Lord’s 
supper. “ Every man’s servant that is bought with 
money, when thou hast circumcised him then shall he 
eat thereof“When a stranger will sojourn with 
thee and will keep the passover to the Lord, let all his 
males be circumcised, and then let him come near 
and keep itExod. xii, 44, 48. 

I would ask therefore of the advocate for infant bap¬ 
tism—When one who has been baptized as an infant 
desires to partake of the Lord’s supper, do you require 



anything more? If you do, you desert the Abrahamic 
covenant and its principle. As surely as the only qua¬ 
lification for the passover was circumcision, so surely 
the only qualification for the Lord’s supper is baptism, 
if the principle be sound. Judas had as much right to 
the passover as our Lord. But if you make faith ne¬ 
cessary, (and I am now arguing with those who think 
that believers alone should receive the supper of the 
Lord, Matt, xxvi, 26; Acts xx, 7,) you break your 
principle. And is not this sufficient to show its un¬ 
soundness? The necessity of faith for the Lord’s 
supper is far less distinctly shown than its necessity as 
a requisite for baptism. Either then you must require 
something more than a fleshly qualification for baptism 
or you must be satisfied with a fleshly qualification for 
the Lord's supper. Both under the law and the gospel 
the two rites stand on precisely the same footing. 
Under the law, circumcision was necessary to all of the 
natural seed of Abraham, and to all the circumcised the 
passover was open. If now, under the gospel, baptism 
is open to the natural offspring of believers, so is the 
Lord’s supper, or else the principle is false; and as the 
Lord's supper is intended for none but believers, so 
neither is baptism intended except for such as believe. 

III. Some think that a weighty argument for infant 
baptism is to be found in the fact that whole house¬ 
holds or families were baptized : Acts xvi, 15, 33 ; 
1 Cor. i, 16. And hence it is said—it is not unlikely 
that in some of these households there were infants ; 
and if so, they were baptized. 

To this it is replied, there is no argument here at all. 
We have only the word “ household ” on which to rest 
the cause. And as the word “ household ” does not 
necessarily include infants, so from it can be no evidence 
gained that there were any infants in the households. 
It must be proved that there were infants in the house¬ 
holds before any argument can be founded on it. 

There is therefore in this fact nothing inconsistent 
with the belief that adults only were baptized. Let us 
try the question in a parallel case. I am daily expect- 



ing a friend from Yarmouth. I take up a newspaper 
and read there, that on a certain day in the past week, 
the Yarmouth coach as it was standing by the inn door, 
was overturned. In the room with me is a companion 
who endeavours to persuade me that my expected friend 
was on the coach and injured by the fall. Now can he 
prove from such a ground as this, anything like that 
which he desires? Of course not—The word “coach’’ 
may mean the vehicle with its load of passengers, or it 
may mean the empty vehicle. The coach then might 
have been overturned when empty. This is enough to 
destroy all arguments from the word “ coach.” So then 
with regard to the term “ household.” A household is 
a household whether with or without infants. 

And even if there were infarits in the household 
none can show that they were baptized. For just as 
we may say of a household that it is a believing house¬ 
hold, though in it there may be infants that do not 
believe; so may there be a baptized household, though 
in it there may be infants unbaptized. 

I conclude, therefore, that these supposed scriptural 
grounds, not only give no evidence for infant baptism, 
but positively decide against it. The passage from the 
epistle to the Corinthians shows, that children were on 
the same level precisely as the unbelieving adult, and 
therefore were unbaptized: and the Abrahamic cove¬ 
nant of the law rightly interpreted, and according to 
inspired example, teaches, that only the spiritual child¬ 
ren of Abraham, (that is, believers,) are fit subjects of 
baptism. I would therefore call on all who value the 
gospel of Christ to forsake this “ tradition of men ; ” 
remembering that whatever of rite and ceremony is 
not authorized in scripture, must be given up. And, 
when we see how severely the Lord Jesus reproves those 
who set up so (seemingly) innocent a tradition as the 
washing of hands, Mark vii, (a thing not forbidden 
of the law,) we may learn how displeasing to him it 
must be, to adulterate by any human leaven his pure 
institutions. 
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